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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 31 August 1999 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)K This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-18 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-4.9-12 and 14-18 is/are rejected. 

7) I3 Claim(s) 5-8 and 13 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)13 The drawing(s) filed on 31 August 1999 is/are: a)D accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
1 1 )S The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). • 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. Claims 1-18 are pending in the application, and have been examined. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The items in the Information Disclosure Statements filed on May 14, 2003, 
April 26, 2004, August 12, 2004, and August 16, 2004 have been considered. 
Items in the Information Disclosure Statement filed August 12, 2004 that have 
been marked through were not considered, because the listing appears to be 
incorrect, as the identification numbers are invalid or the information indicated 
does not match the actual documents. 



3. The oath or declaration is defective. A new oath or declaration in 

compliance with 37 CFR 1 .67(a) identifying this application by application 

number and filing date is required. See MPEP §§ 602.01 and 602.02. 

The oath or declaration is defective because: 

It does not identify the mailing address of each inventor. A mailing 
address is an address at which an inventor customarily receives his or her 
mail and may be either a home or business address. The mailing address 
should include the ZIP Code designation. The mailing address may be 
provided in an application data sheet or a supplemental oath or 
declaration. See 37 CFR 1 .63(c) and 37 CFR 1 .76. 



Oath/Declaration 



It does not identify the citizenship of each inventor. 
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It does not identify the city and either state or foreign country of residence 
of each inventor. The residence information may be provided on either on 
an application data sheet or supplemental oath or declaration. 

No information is given for inventor Bradley Burres. 



4. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) 
because reference character "16c" in Fig. 1 has been used to designate both 
'SDRAM* and 'FlashRom.' In addition, reference characters "16a" and "16c" 
have been used to designate the item labeled 'SDRAM' in Figure 1. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. 

5. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: 

• 27b, TrFifo\ and 27c, 'Hash/ Fig. 2. It appears "29b" was meant for 
TrFifo/ in Fig. 2. 

• 1 66, Fig. 4. In accordance with the specification, it appears that "1 06" 
was intended. 

• 14L, Fig. 5. In accordance with the specification, it appears that "142" 
was intended. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to 
the specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in 



Drawings 
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Art Unit: 2187 

compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to 

avoid abandonment of the application. 

6. The drawings are objected to because: 

• On page 13, lines 7-9 of the specification, "PC units 72a-72d" are referred 
to. However, 72c, Fig. 3, does not appear to show a PC, and 72d is not 



• Fig. 5A appears to contain multiple errors. The lines in Fig. 5A are 
obviously misaligned, including a word wrap. This makes understanding 
of Fig. 5A very difficult. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. 
7. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not 
be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate 
figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the 
remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the 
brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional 
replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining 
figures. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the 
page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the 
drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant 



shown. 
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will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

8. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• On page 5, line 1, after "functional microengines", "(microengines)" should 
be deleted. 

• On page 12, lines 18-20, after "performing," "a single cycle shift" should 
be replaced by "a". 

• Page 24, lines 23-26 is unclear. A suggested changes is "Having issued 
as many references as early as possible, the goal would be to perform as 
many computations as possible in the microengines, in parallel with the 
references. 

• Throughout the specification, the items designated "AMBA" and "Fbox" in 
the drawings are referred to as "ASB" and "microengine," respectively. 

Throughout the specification, numerous other inconsistencies have been noted. 
Applicant is encouraged to review the specification and correct any noted errors 
or inconsistencies. 

Claim Objections 

9. Claims 2, 5, 9, 15, and 18 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 
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• In Claim 2, lines 2-3, "a next memory references" appears to be an error. 
A suggested correction is, "a next memory reference." 

• In Claim 5, line 1, "claim 1" should be replaced by "claim 4." 

• In Claim 9, lines 3-4, "reference from one said queues" appears to be an 
error. It has been taken to mean, "reference from one of the said queues." 

• In Claim 15, line 2-3, and claim 18, line 3, reference is made to a chain bit. 
However, there is no antecedent basis for this limitation. No chain bit was 
claimed. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

11. Claims 12, 14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

12. Claims 12, 14, and 16 recite the limitation "microengine" in lines 4, 2, and 
3, respectively. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the 
claim. Claim 1 refers to a "microcontrol functional unit," which limitation is much 
broader than the limitation "microengine," as defined in the specification. 
Because the breadth of what applicant means to claim is unclear, these claims 
are deemed indefinite. For the purpose of prior art examination, "microengine" 
has been taken to be synonymous with "microcontrol functional unit." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 



14. Claims 1, 3, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Callemyn, U. S. Patent #5,1 15,507, in view of Nakagawa, U.S. 
Patent #5,701 ,434. Callemyn discloses: 

• A controller for a random access memory (Fig. 3) comprising: 

• A module that hold memory references (SL, Fig. 1 b) from a plurality of 
microcontrol functional units (DP, GP; also see MA, MB, MC, Fig. 2, and 
P, MCLP, DCLP, in Fig. 3. These functional units have been taken as 
reading on "microcontrol functional unit.") 

• A first r/w register holding memory references from a computer bus (Fig. 
1 A shows REG A, holding references DPREQ 1 from a computer bus 
connecting REG A and processor DP.) 

• A second r/w register holding memory references from a core processor, 
(Fig. 1 A shows REG I holding memory request CPUREQ from a core 
processor CPU.) and 

• Control logic (Fig. 1B shows a logic system) including an arbiter (Fig. 2) 
that looks at a status of the requests (Col. 2, lines 42-45 denotes priority 
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as a status that determines the selection) and selects a memory reference 
from one of the registers (Col. 3, lines 30 and 36-38). 

1 5. Callemyn does not disclose expressly that the modules or registers 
holding memory references are set up as queues, that the queue holding 
requests from the microcontrol units is an address and command queue, or that 
the arbiter makes a request selection on the basis of the fullness of the queues, 
as does the present invention. 

16. Nakagawa discloses a random access memory controller (30, Fig. 1 ) 
which includes an address and command queue (Fig. 2 shows addresses and 
data (command) 71 1, in a single queue, Col. 5, line 42, holding all requests from 
multiple sources 10 and 20, Fig. 1 (see also Col. 2, line 54-55). He also 
discloses a queue control circuit 65, Fig. 3, which performs the function of an 
arbiter. Nakagawa teaches that his queue control circuit makes a selection from 
the queue based on an indication of the fullness or emptiness of the queue (Col. 
5, lines 36-42 teach the fullness test. 

17. Callemyn and Nakagawa are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely memory request controllers. 

18. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to store requests in queues. The motivation for doing so is 
taught by Nakagawa. He notes the conventional use of a FIFO queue for access 
sequence assurance (Col. 1 , lines 48-50). Access sequence assurance ensures 
that dependant instructions are not scrambled. 
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19. At the time of the invention it would also have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the single queue disclosed by Nakagawa to the 
memory controller disclosed by Callemyn. In Col. 2, lines 1-8, Nakagawa 
teaches as motivation that a single common queue (instead of multiple queues) 
reduces the scale of the queue structure, and also eliminates the need to provide 
dedicated entries in an integral multiple of the number of queues. In Col. 5, lines 
62-66 also note that the number of queue entries is reduced, which allows the 
entire circuit to be made smaller, accommodated on a single LSI. As a result, the 
wiring length is shortened, which in turn shortens the turnaround delay. 

20. Lastly, at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to add the selection technique disclosed by Nakagawa 
to the memory controller disclosed by Callemyn. The motivation for checking the 
fullness of the queue is obvious. If the queue is full, no entries can be added to 
it, and a selection must be made from that queue before any more commands 
can be processed by the system. If the queue is empty, no selection can be 
made and information must be added before another selection can be made. 
Nakagawa recognizes this, and his arbiter, if the queue is full, sends a signal to 
the request sources suppressing any further requests. (Col 4, lines 5-9) If the 
queue entry is empty, he sends a priority signal that ensures that a memory 
request will be written into the queue. 

21 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the use of queues, the 
single queue structure and the fullness checking scheme of Nakagawa with the 
controller of Callemyn, for the benefit of access sequence assurance and 
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reduced complexity, size, and turnaround time, to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 . 

22. As for claim 3, Callemyn discloses that his arbitration system includes a 
register dedicated to high priority tasks (SL.EX, Fig. 2; REG B and D, Fig. 1A 
show block requests directed to exclusive queues; see also Col. 1, lines 50-55). 

23. As for claims 9 and 10, Callemyn discloses a DRAM Controller CT.DRAM 
in Fig. 3. The limitations of claims 9 and 10 are inherent in a DRAM controller. A 
random access memory requires certain control signals to function correctly. 
Therefore, any memory control system must include means for generating 
memory control signals that will adequately meet the demands of the memory 
module. As an example, see Callemyn, US Patent #4,991,112, not to be 
confused with the primary reference, Callemyn, US Patent #5,1 15,507. In Fig. 1 , 
Callemyn discloses the same structure as the primary reference. In Fig. 2, 
Callemyn discloses that his DRAM controller includes an address control module 
AD. CTRL. In Col. 6, lines 26-38, he teaches that this module is responsive to an 
address corresponding to the selected request REQS, Fig. 2, and that the 
module produces an address (lines 35-36), as well as commands to control a 
memory interface (lines 41-42 disclose memory selection signals; Fig. 2 shows 
these signals controlling a memory control module MEM CTRL). The memory 
control module MEM CTRL is responsive to received signals and produces 
memory control signals. 
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24. Claims 2 and 14-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Callemyn and Nakagawa, further in view of Hansen, U. S. 
Patent #4,788,640. 



25. Regarding claim 2, Callemyn and Nakagawa teach all the limitations of 
claim 1 , as described above. Callemyn additionally teaches that the selection of 
requests is based on a priority (Col. 2, lines 43-44). He also teaches that the 
priorities may be programmed (Col. 1, lines 59-60; Col 2, lines 41-43). Fig. 1A 
shows VAL-REG, which determines the priorities (Col 2, lines 41-43). Callemyn 
and Nakagawa do not, however, expressly disclose that the programmable 
request selection command is stored in a priority service control register, as does 
claim 2. 

26. Hansen, US Patent #4,788,640, included in Callemyn by reference 
(Callemyn, Col. 2, line 25), discloses a memory interface (Fig. 1), which includes 
a priority logic unit (10, Fig. 1 ; Col. 3, line 47). The priority logic unit contains 
registers (41-43, Fig. 2) that store a programmable priority value, which values 
determine the order of incoming memory requests (Col. 1 , lines 47-50). 

27. Callemyn, Nakagawa and Hansen are analogous art, because they belong 
to the same field of endeavor, namely memory controllers which endeavor to 
decrease the memory access bottleneck in computer systems. 

28. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the programmable priority control register taught by 
Hansen to the system of Callemyn and Nakagawa described above. The 



Application/Control N 




ier: 09/387,109 



Page 



Art Unit: 2187 

motivation fordoing so is described by Hansen in Col. 1, lines 50-55, namely, 
that it increases the flexibility of the system, allowing the system designer to 
choose the tradeoff between bus latency versus bus speed and performance. 

29. Therefore, it would have been obvious to add the priority service control 
register taught by Hansen to Callemyn and Nakagawa, for the benefit of allowing 
programmable adjustment of request handling and system design flexibility, to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 

30. As for claim 14, Callemyn and Nakagawa do not teach the limitation that 
the arbitration policy favors chained microengine memory references. Hansen 
teaches, however, that his system operates in a first priority level when 
processing non-chained memory requests, and shifts to a second level when a 
chained or block request is detected (Col. 1 , lines 45-50). Hansen teaches that 
by programming the priority levels, uninterruptible block transfers may be 
accomplished (lines 51-53; see also Col. 5, lines 37-44), meaning that the 
chained requests are given a higher priority, or are, in the language of claim 14, 
favored. 

31 . At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the arbitration policy favoring chained requests as 
taught by Hansen to the system of Callemyn and Nakagawa described above. 
The motivation for doing so is described by Hansen in Col. 1 , lines 22-27 and 50- 
55, namely, that block transfers increase the speed of the acquisition rate and 
improve the bus speed and performance. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to add the arbitration policy favoring chained requests as taught by Hansen to 



Application/Control fWfiber: 09/387,109 ~ Page 

Art Unit: 2187 

Callemyn and Nakagawa, for the benefit of increasing bus speed and 
performance, to obtain the invention as specified in claim 14. 

32. As for claim 1 5, Callemyn and Nakagawa do not teach the limitation that 
the arbitration policy services chained microengine memory references until a 
chain bit is cleared. Hansen teaches, however, that by programming the priority 
levels, uninterruptible block transfers may be accomplished (Col. 1, lines 51-53; 
see also Col. 5, lines 37-44), meaning that the chained requests are given a 
higher priority, and are serviced until completion, at which time a chain detection 
signal (45, Fig. 2) is cleared. 

33. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to allow chained requests to be serviced until completion. 
The motivation for doing so is obvious, namely that interrupting a block transfer 
defeats the purpose of the block transfer. The improvements in speed gained by 
not interrupting the block transfer is the reason for having a block transfer in te 
first place. Therefore, it would have been obvious to add the arbitration policy 
completely servicing chained requests as taught by Hansen to Callemyn and 
Nakagawa, for the benefit of increasing bus speed and performance, to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 14. 

34. As for claim 16, Callemyn and Nakagawa do not teach the limitation that 
the arbitration policy starts by looking for chained microengine memory 
references. Hansen teaches, however, that his system is activated as soon as 
block requests are detected (Col. 2, lines 1-3). 
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35. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the arbitration policy favoring chained requests as 
taught by Hansen to the system of Callemyn and Nakagawa described above. 
The motivation fordoing so is described by Hansen in Col. 1, lines 22-27 and 50- 
55, namely, that block transfers increase the speed of the acquisition rate and 
improve the bus speed and performance. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to add the arbitration policy favoring chained requests as taught by Hansen to 
Callemyn and Nakagawa, for the benefit of increasing bus speed and 
performance, to obtain the invention as specified in claim 16. 

36. As for claim 17, Callemyn and Nakagawa do not teach the limitation that 
the arbitration policy services chained microengine memory references 
completely. Hansen teaches, however, that by programming the priority levels, 
uninterruptible block transfers may be accomplished (Col. 1, lines 51-53; see 
also Col. 5, lines 37-44), meaning that the chained requests are given a higher 
priority, and are serviced until completion. 

37. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to allow chained requests to be serviced until completion. 
The motivation for doing so is obvious, namely that interrupting a block transfer 
defeats the purpose of the block transfer. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to add the arbitration policy completely servicing chained requests as taught by 
Hansen to Callemyn and Nakagawa, for the benefit of increasing bus speed and 
performance, to obtain the invention as specified in claim 17. 
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38. As for claim 18, Callemyn and Nakagawa do not teach the limitation that 
when a chain bit is set, the arbitration engine services the same queue again 
until the chain bit is cleared. Hansen teaches, however, that by programming the 
priority levels, uninterruptible block transfers may be accomplished (Col. 1, lines 
51-53; see also Col. 5, lines 37-44), meaning that the chained requests are given 
a higher priority, and are serviced until completion. While the chained request 
indicator (45, Fig. 2) is set, the arbitration engine services the same request 
source again (Fig. 4b). 

39. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to service the same request source repetitively, while 
performing a block transfer. The motivation for doing so is obvious, namely that 
a block transfer is made up of consecutive requests from the same source. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to add the process of repetitively servicing 
the requesting source during service of chained requests as taught by Hansen to 
Callemyn and Nakagawa, for the benefit of performing block transfers, to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 18. 



40. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Callemyn and Nakagawa, further in view of Bratt, U. S. Patent #5,740,402. 

41 . Callemyn and Nakagawa teach all the limitations of claim 1 , as described 
above. Callemyn and Nakagawa do not expressly teach, however, that the 
address and command queue comprises an even and odd bank queue, or that a 
microengine sorts the memory references into odd and even references. 
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42. Bratt, US Patent #5,740,402, discloses a memory reference pipeline that 
handles simultaneous memory references (Col. 2, lines 29-31 , 36-37). His 
apparatus includes: 

• a microengine 202, Fig. 2, that sorts memory references into even/odd 
bank references (Fig. 3 shows microengine 202, Fig. 2; including multiple 
request sources 300 and 302, and logic 310 to sort references into 
even/odd references. Fig. 2 shows the output of the microengine going to 
even/odd pipelines). 

• Even and odd bank queues (210, Fig. 2). 

43. Callemyn, Nakagawa, and Bratt are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely devices that manage memory references to 
improve the performance of computer systems. 

44. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the even and odd bank queues and reference 
sorting engine disclosed by Bratt in the combination of Callemyn and Nakagawa 
as described above. The motivation for doing so is taught by Bratt. In Col. 1, 
lines 28-40 teach that interleaving memory systems can increase the effective 
speed of accessing large memory systems (28-31 ). Col. 1 , lines 48-64 teach that 
interleaving memory allows execution of more than one instruction per cycle, 
increasing the effective memory bandwidth. 

45. Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the combination of 
Callemyn and Nakagawa as disclosed above to include the even and odd bank 
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queues and sorting microengine disclosed by Bratt, for the benefit of increasing 
effective memory bandwidth, to obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. 



46. Claim 1 1 is rejected as being unpatentable over Callemyn and Nakagawa, 
further in view of Byers, U. S. Patent #5,784,712. 

47. Callemyn and Nakagawa disclose all the limitations of claim 1 , as set forth 
above. They do not disclose expressly that the control logic is responsive to a 
chaining bit that when set allows special handling of contiguous memory , 
references. 

48. Byers, US Patent #5,784,712, discloses that a memory request may have 
bits that denote a block or chained memory request (966, Fig. 12 - bits set to '1 1' 
denotes autoincrement; Col. 3, lines 46-49 notes that autoincrement is used for 
block, i.e., contiguous, or chained, requests). Col. 3, lines 38-42 teaches that for 
chained requests, the processor need not provide an address for each read/write 
operation. 

49. Byers, Callemyn, and Nakagawa are analogous art, because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, namely memory request handling systems. 

50. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to add the chained request bits and special handling disclosed by Byers to 
the combination of Callemyn and Nakagawa. The motivation for doing so is 
taught by Byers, in Col. 3, lines 47-66. The special handling may free up the 
processor or requesting functional unit to do other tasks while the contiguous 
requests are being handled. Also, since it does not have to issue as many 
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addresses to the memory system, the processor may be free to perform other 
tasks while the chained transfer is being completed. 
51 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Byers with the 
combination of Callemyn and Nakagawa, for the benefit of allowing the 
requesting entity to perform more work, to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 11. 



52. Claims 5-8 and 12-13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims, and resolving any 
35 USC 112 rejections, as noted in the section above entitled Claim Rejections - 
35 USC § 112. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Jesse D Diller whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-0472. After October 19, the examiner will be able to be reached at the 
Carlyle, Alexandria campus at (571) 272-4173. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:30AM-5:00PM, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Donald Sparks can presently be reached on (703) 308- 
1 756 or, after October 1 9, at (571 ) 272-4201 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is currently assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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